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ABSTRACT

Thisg paper analyzes the ma]or nauonalpians for preserva uon programs in

the United States fron: 1854 to 1985 and shows the extent to which aspects

of these plans h’fve been achleved by academlc libraries. Part one of thls

preser\alron -program. The evolution of a national | preservauon program
in the 1980" ls traced-in the lhll‘d parl by a revrev» of nauonal conferences

of the Council on lerary Resources (C!:R)

Because of the size of the universe of materlals requmng treatments, the
need to fosiér the idea of a ‘‘national collectioa,’ and the need to develop

new managerial and financial capacities, preservation presents major
difficulties for academic libraries in the years ahead;

INTRODUCTION

The history of preservation efforts in American libraries might bé told by
tracing-three important developments in librarianship during the past 30
years: (1) the emergence of a new discipline—preservation administration;

(2) the application: of rigorous analytical methods oi the social sciences to

the management of library-collections and « operauons ;and (3) thedevelop-

ment of viable regional and national consortia of libraries: Eariy proposals

for a national plan for the preservation of libraiy materials in.the 1950s

remained conceptions rather than worklng documents berause these three

eoqu tesl,the proposals and brlng them to life. Alth,ough most;llbrarles
had employed some sualf in ‘rudimentary procedures of binding—

19705 gave sustained professlonal attention to managlng their collections
. 1
vis-a-vis the goal of preservaucn.

Like the related conternporary movements of the preservation of historic
buildihgs and -artifacts and the conservation of natural resources, the

preservatior: of library- materials is a complex problem_that offers no

prospect of ultimate solution; requiring instead eternal vigilance. Com-

pared with these other movements, however, the preservation of written
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mcords has l‘CCC‘lVCd httle publlc attenuon Medla coverage of this move-

men¢ outside the_professional literature has been sparing.” Many users of
academic libraries are unaware that there is.a problem and that their

Yehavior in libraries and their handling of library materials afferts the life
span of the materias:

Many users lack knowledge about the phy51cal rOmposluon of books and

about the kind of treatment and s sLorage conditions conducive to their

prolonged life: The acidic content of paper and bir ding materials manu-

factured in modern times renders books self—deslrucuve this detertorauon

is acceleraled by heat, hght insufficient or excessive humldny, microbial
and insect attack, and use by human beings. Opumal storage conditions
theref(,re would mean a comrolled cllmate wnh regard to llght tempera-

books ave excluded Hlstoncally academic libraries have prov1ded such
conditioas only for their rare book and manuscript collections and for
their con.puter equlpment

the;r collegt;ons, the quesuon of, service to readers would haye to be
addressed. Direct access to-print and nonprint materials is a primary service
expecied Dy users and endorsed by modern philosophies of librarianship.
Ri&iéfd M. Dbijghéity has pbihiéd 6ijt that a"cai'dénii'c lib’ia'riaih’s ihtht

‘tdlCtS thataccess will ¢ continue to have priority becausé ‘users will not be

w1111n t {orgo their accustomed conveniences” such as photocopying

and borrowmg materials for use outside the library building: *Onthe other

hand, damage to library materials from réasonable usema: be ‘‘theaccept-
able result of successiul llbmry functioning: **Ian R:M: Mowat hasargued
that for academiic librartes “it is wasteful, efonomlcally and educauonally,
to give priority tc-preservation over use.’ ® He suggests that only those
libraries with a designated roie in a national preservation program should
blacé preservation before access.

It follows from such reasoning that academic llbranes can wllhoul hesna-
tion continue to promote use over preservation orly if 2 national preserva-
tion program exists and if libraries with. preservation respon51b111ues
execute t! . function. The einormity of the bibliographic universe imme-
diately signals the need for a cooperative effort because not even the largest
of national libraries has collected or can preserve a copy of every poten-

tially ,endangered title. The. magmtude of the problem caused early

planners in the Urited States to_envision a monolithic campaign con-

ducted by a federai!y supported national library agency. After concerned

observers in major research libraries reahzea that such acampaign had not

4



beeri and would ot -be mounted, they suggested modest, decentralized

approaches to the problem A leader in the preservation field hasacknowl-
edgad recently that the distributed approach seems to work best inalarge,
diverse and decentralized country such as ours:’

Although there is sull no comprehenswe national | preser\ adon plan in the

1980s, important projects have been mounted by individual libraries and
by groups of libraries across the nation. Made possible by the important

developments in hb*ananshlp mentioned ealier, these projects representa

substantial commitument to préservatlon and it appears that a nationa)

program is evolvmg “This paper will present a history of plans for coopera-

tive preservaiion efforts involving academic libraries in threc parts:
(1) early proposais for national plans 1954-1972, (2) tke preservation pro-
gram of the Resea‘th leran 5 Gioup, and {3) the evo:ution of a national
preservation prograim iii the 1980s.

L EARLY PROPO ALS FOR NATIONAL PLEANS 1954-1972

In his introduction to the January 1956 1ssue of Library Trends “evoted to
“‘Conservation of Library Materiais,” Maurice F. Tauber states that i
would be unfair to describe librarians as a group which has been delm-
quent m the stewardshlp of programs in conservation and preservation. 7
He asserts that most research librarians are aware of the need for adequate
binding programs, of the rieed for special treatment of nonbook materials,
and of the possibility of applyiig microreproduction and other phocogra-
pth miedia to solving the preservation problem. Reflecting the state of the

art at that time, the articles in that issue of Library Trends deal with such

topics as lamination; discarding practices, commercial binderies; and stack
maintenance.

Tauber suggests that “the American lerary Assoaauon and other hbrary

organizations might well work cooperauvely 1n_supporting studies of the

problems on a national basis.”® He relates. that the. Association of the
Research -Libraries had recently been working with the Council of

National Library Associations to address not only the problem of natural

deterioration but also the protection of library resouiies in the evett of

military attack: Concern about the accessibility and destruct; yn of mate-

rials in European libraries during World War Il stimulated research librar-
ians in the United States to consider a plan for cooperative acquisition of
foreign materials. Al:hough there was some movemerit of rarities to safe
places during World War II, rio plarns were made for safeguardlng general

research collections in American libraries until theé cold war years. Thus

the 1942 proposal for the Farmlngton Plan; which began operation 1n
5
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1948 mcluded nom- "tion ol presewanon l‘ESpOﬂS‘blllll(‘S by lhe hbrdrles

bmlarﬁg comprehensrve collections in specific subjéct areas.”

In 1954 the ARL Comruttee on Nauonal Needs consrdered several plans
for a national preservation program. A document prepared by Scott Adaims
set fdrth the characteristics necessary in -a national plan and suggested

that *'shadow’ callections should be developed that would store in- secure

locations the information_esscntial to defense and to the rebuilding of

civilization. Among the characteristics enumerated, of special note are the

recommendallons that the national plan shonld be based on cbordmated

lorig-term develepmient, rather than on emergency protection measures'’;

that it "‘should pay dividends of current service while prowdmg an ulu-
mate hedge against diséster’; that ““its costs should be distributed among
those who stand to profit by it”’; and that its purf ose “shiould be the
preser\auon notof individuallibraries, butof the materials of scholarshlp,
of science; of technology.”!® During this same year the ARL Committee
considered other proposals for ‘‘coordination of programs of reproductior.
of materials” and for _‘development of a network of library services
between libraries located i in non-suateglc centers.” ! It is srgmhcam that
these propo;als placed pnmary responsxbrlny for protecuon of uniqueand

\aluable materials  upon individual institutions rather than .upon a

regional or national agency. Although the ARL did not adopt a national
preservation plan at this time, the seeds of later plans are discernible in
these early proposals.

It is_ciear from Tauber’s remarks and from the topxcs addressed in the

articles in the January 1956 issue of Library Trends that librarians were
coricerned abotit the deterioration of library materlals from use and from
lack of bindiiig or improper binding. A secpnd stage of ccoperative preser-
vation efforts involving academic libraries began wher alarining results of
new research into the causes of the deterioration of paper prompted librar-
ians to organize in order to address the problem. Although observations of
‘hie instability of paper manufactured from wood pulp had been reported

since the early nineteenth c cemury, it was not antil William J. Barrow's

experiments were made known in 1959 that many people concerned with

book publlshlhg were convmced of thesenousnessg[ the. poLenuaUst of

records printed on modern paper ? Barrow;, a conservator and expert on

the problems of aging paper performed a series ofstudles on the phymcal

Library Resources His careful tests on a sample of 500 nonfiction books
published between 1800 and 1949 suggested that “‘only three percent of the
volumes studied had paper which could be expected to last more than fifty
years.” ™ Thus most books printed in the first half of the twentieth century

.



would d([(rl ate befort the en(l of tltt century. After a discussion ()f
Barrow's fmd,mgs at a meeting of the ARL in ]nnt 1960, a standing
(,ommttttt on the Preservation of Resedrch Lll)ldl‘} Materials was

appointed.

The new ARL committes |denttf1ed its chargt as the rescuie of the great
bulk of research collections rather than the restoration of smaller, special
collecuons of rare or valuable books and manuscrlpts The commtttee

determlnatlon of the magmtude of the problem The _committee’s {irst
published report in 1962 concerned a study undertaken by the Research
Triangle Institute and funded by the CER. The study showed that nonse-

rial _titles listed in the National Unton &talog in 1961 contained sorie 3
billion pages of which nearly 60 were in volumes publlshed since 1869

1hd therefore likely to hare been printed on acidic paper.!

The commitiee’s second proj=ct, also funded by. €LR, wasa corripreheh-

sive study of the preservarion problem undertaken by Gordon Williams,

director of the Center for Research Libraries: Williams's final report was

completed m 1964 and adopted by the ARL Preser\atton Commlttee in

records in research llbrartes In order that the orlglnal example of each
work could be preserved as long as possit e, microfilm ¢ coples of photoco-
pies would be supplied for ordinary use of thé work.'®

Wllllams recommended that a collecuon of preservation items should be
maintained by a federally supported central library agency with the follow-
ing responsibilities: (1) preservation of deteriorating records deposited by
libraries; (2) coordination of -its own preservation program with local
programs of individual libraries to assure the preservation of all signifi-

cant records; (3) provision of microform or photographlccopres of deterio-

rating materials to all libraries; (4) loan of microform positives to hbranes

without charge (5). preservation _oi all microform masters made at its

expéense or deposned by others; and(ﬁ) coordlnatlon of the preservation of

microform masters made by other agencies: In this program, bibliographic

control would be provided through the National Union Citalog by means
of compact lists of preserved 1te'ns with citations to the original entries in
the Natlonal Union Catalog

Unlike the proposals forwarded in. 1994 that specrfled that costs would be

distributed among those who stood to profit from the arrangement. Wil-
7
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llams s plan placed the costs upon the federal g gox ernment. The 1964 plan
hlnged upon the willing deposu of or 1gmal copres into the central agency
by research libraries; but it did not suggest a_means by which libraries
would be indemnified: The report allowed for research libraries retaining

onglnal best coples of works to be preS( rved ra d’xé} than deposlt ag them at

deposlt as earl) in lhe book S llfe as posslble l)\ permlmng (he deposlunp
liLrary to buy a positive microform of the hook for half the cost of ihe

senlor sta{f of LCﬁand the ARL Preservauon,C,ommlllee 1nDecem ver 1965,
the librarian of Congress formally accepted this responsibiiity. The next
step was a Pilot Preservation Projéct, spornisored by ARL and funded by the
CLR. This proiect aimed at asséssing the administrative and technical
prablems involy éd in 2 national preservation program modeled upon

Wullams s plan

Conducted at the Library ol Congress in 1967 and 1968 the pilot project
compared copies of the same volumes in the-brittle book collection—i.e.,
bhooks with paper that breaks after several folds—at LC with copies of the

same volumes in other libraries. The sludy concluded that the identifica-

Lon of material which should belong in a national | preservauon collection

was administrativ ely feamble Although noanempt was made_to_establish

a central register of best coples there. appeared to be "'no particular prob-
lems withiits producuon The study did not lnvesugate the willingness
of research llbrarles to contrlbute toa nauonal preserva tion collection or to
accept responsibility for preserving those books in their own collections
that were designated as national preservation copies. Nor did the study
address the need for development of indemnification procedures.

With regard to other issues, the l‘..pOl‘[ on lhe Pllot Preservauon Pro;ect
concluded that more research needed to be conducted on the development
of a more efflclent and economlcal method of deacldlucauon and on the

program. In 1969 the Councll on lerary Resources proy.ded/f,unds to
establxsha conservation laboratory at LC; and a restoration officer was

appointed:® In subsequem years LC continued to emphasize research and

focused on the preservation of its own coliections rather than on develop-

8
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ing a national presérvation collection as spec:f:ed in Gordon Williams's
1964 report.

Education, “the hrsl slgmflcam Tederal [undmg for llbrary preserva-
tion.”"®! The final report of the study was issued in 1972, entitled Prepara-

tion of Detaited Spenfzratzons for a National System for the Preserualzor
of tzbrar)» Matenials. DPirector of Llhrarles at Columibia Urniiversity from
1070 to197+; Warren J. Haas chaired the ARL Preservaucn Committee and

wrote the report. In the 1nlroducuon Haas admns that "thls ls not a
research report, but rather, one of symhes;s.”22 * ~cordingiy

clarifies the nature of the preservation problem, asscsses progress that has
Yeen made in recent years, and suggest-four types of action: (1) research;
{2) education and training; (3) preservation and conservation efforts in in-

dividual libraries;-and {4} collective actior. Haas explains that. lhe néw

study was undertaken with the assumption that it wonld provlde opera—

tional details 1 necessary for implementation of the 1964 report. The object-

ives ol that reportare still valid; Haas states; but the. proposals for action by

a federally supported central agency have not been furthered in any mean-
mgful way. Consequentlv Haas calls for organlca 1onal means ofaddress-

in the Wliilams report.

After afhrmmg [he need for preservauon and conservation efforts in 1nd1-

vidual libraries and speafylng actions that they shouid take, Haas warns
that “the efforts of libraries acting alone cannot in the long run fully meet
the intellectual and social threats implicit in the face of massive collection
delenorauon 2 Two things were necessary for effective collective action:

an organizational structure and specific programs for the resolution of the

preservation problem. Haas discusses each of these at length:

Plans for an organizational structure should take #ito account two key
considerations: (1) the small number of research libraries immediately
concerned with preservation, arid (2) the furictioni of disseminating the

information preserved. Haas reports-that massive collection deterioration

is a readily apparent problem in relatively few research libraries in the
United States.-An informal survey of | parquamsat the January 1971 ARL

meeting confirmed the hypothesis that it _was. the oldest and largest

libraries—mostly. in urban locations—that perceived.a serious need for

preservation programs. The collections of these 15 to 20 libraries were the

most endangered. Many scholars depended on these libraries as ultimate

national resources; thas, there was reason for w1de concern. ""The fate of

these collections is a predictor of what will happen in time to othérs.”’®

9
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the products of much prescuauon ,wor,k are mlcrofornfs andﬂmpnms. The
1964 ARL 'r'ep'bi'i" view of dissémination as a by-product 'o'frjjr'esei'i'atibh
was_unappealing to. many academic librarians. Edwin E. Williams, asso-

ciate university librarian at Harvard University and a member of the ARL

Preservation Committee; had suggested that emphasizing improved and
continued access to library materials would call for rewriting the 1964
proposal inaway thal would modlfy the machinery suggested: Supporting
this idea, Hdas setlles the conflict between preservation and dissemiration
by observing that “the two must be seen as ihseparable parts of the funda-

mental library obligation to create and maintain resources for resezrch.”

Havmg expllcated these key consnderauons haas pruposes that a pre>erva-
of one to two years. Operaung independenitly or with sponisorship by the
Association of Research Libraries or the Center for Research Libraries, the
consortium would identify and carry out specific preservation projects.
Such a consgrtium would test the validity of the proposition that collective
action was. essential to_further progress toward a naiional preservation
program:. It wotld also test the viability of a new operating structure under
w hlch research hbranes could act collecuve!y to achieve desired goals in
many areas: a permanent structure would not be constituted until a model
had proven successful. Progress by the consortium in formulating com-
fiion preservation. procedures and umfprm performan”re standards would
precede the installation of a continuing program of action. Such progress
would éle pa'v'e [he Wéy fdr “lht‘ Cl’t‘étidﬂ ofa nétidhél librérytbrj:jbrétibn

related areas of preservauon and Tesource development

In presenung the case for a corporation of rcsearch libraries, Haas identi-
fies three functions ceiitral to all research llbrary operations: {1) resource
development, (2) identification and location of itemns or information, and
(3) service to users, The third function must be performed by each individ-
ual library iii response to ihe needs 6f iié cliéhtélé With fegérd to the

mfbmiatmn in all forms, ‘Haas states that most _people thmk that the

responsibility should be borne by the three national libraries with the

Library of Congress plaving the central role: On the other hand, the
national libraries cannot be expected to assume ihe obligation of “the
rational development of research resources on a truly comprehensive scale
and on a nationally and even mlernauonal!y acceptable pattern that
promotes access and equitable disuibuticn.” This respon51b111ty must be

shared by research libraries which lack, however, ‘‘a capacit; for collective
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action that is suitable to the dimension of the job to be done. ™ Haas's plan
continues with a description of -the characteristics of a national library
corporation and of the ways in wiich member libraries should participate

Thus. 1n Haas s we“ cocperatlve preserratlon efforts w ould be part of

mends that members of the preservation consortium initiate the followmg
activities: (l) creation of prototype preservatton collectrons 1n individual
llbrarles (‘7) formulatlon of presercation priorities, and (3) preparation of
plans for admmlsterlng a national collection of negative microfilm.*

Thls last actulty may be contrasted w1th the natronal presenrauon collec-

condtttons the best coples of endangered tltles, ,but he states that it 1s
‘“unrealistic to assume that a new and separateé national-collection devoted
excl'u'sii"ely to preservation purposes wiil be established in the near

""" .*® Instead of a national preservation collection administered by a

federal agency, Haas calls for the creation of a coordinated system of

collections in a national plan;each with a particular orientation by subject

or format: Both the purpose of preservatlon and the functlon of resource
development would be served by such a network. Haas suggests that the
consortium libraries undertake a cooperative inicrofilming project in such
a way that the research;llbrary community wotuld retain ownership and
control of master negﬁtives.

Wlth regard to the creation of prototype preservation collecuons in mdl-
vtdual libraries, Haas proposes that- the corisortium libraries formiilate
stanidards governing storage, use, bibliographic control, and item identifi-
cation . Haas retains from the 1964 report the idea of setting aside the best
copy of a partlcular work; derignating it as the “‘national resource copy;’’
and registering it in the National Union Catalog. In Haas's plan, however,
the best copy would remain in the holding library which would store the
item under approgrlate conditions and permit use according to agreed-

upon regulauons

written. . record in research,jtbrarres the 1972 plan does not . aspire to

preserve everything, focusing iustead on manageable, discrete subject
areas. Haas suggests, for example a p0551ble target of Americar impririts
1870-1900. Such a project might be undertaken in a library designated a

11
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and two or three other libraries mlght also be desrgnated resource ("Qllec-

tions for the same sub]ect in order to extenu coverage and promote coordi-

nation of presen ation efforts: In this way real progress nnqht be made by

addmg preserratlon goals to the prospect of national resource
collections.®

The most striking difference between the plans of Williams and Haas is the
latter’s recognition that major libraries with distinctive collections would

not_"be easily moved ta withdraw copies of volumes in excellent condition

for inclusion in a preservation collection; nor are the scholars who depend
on such collections likely to support any such move.""** Haas realtzed that

research libraries would want to retain both their autonomy and their
collections; in his plan the national library agencies were relied i {upononly
for the conttnued productlon of a comprehenswe blbltographtr record

autonomous‘ w lth regard both 10 preservauon of retrospectwe materials
and to acquisition of current and future materials. Whereas Williams had

suggested a sclution featuring a centralized federal agency coordinating

preservauon efforts; Haas proposes a decentralized league of libraries; a

consortiam:

Since Haas offers no dehnmon or explanatlon of a “‘consortium,"” one can

assume that his audience in the Association of Research 1. lbrarles and the

Oflice of Education were familiar with the term: {ndecd thev were; ber, ause

the establishment_of consorua ‘among libraries of all types was the most

striking phenomenon in llbrarmnshlp durlng the late 1960s. A study
commtssmned by the Offtce Of Educatton [ound that 99 conisorua invol v-

pared with a total of ten during the 30 -year per.od 1931-1960 ¢ lGdurtng
the period 1961 1965.% Automation, the desire to improve .ervices, an
tncrease in cooperauve vent'u'res érnong inStittitions of higher é'duca’tion'

rate of growth.

Although interlibrary cooperation for purposes of cataloging and lending

»ocks had been practiced since the late nineteenth century, it was not until
the mid-1940s that “coopsration ona national scale came to be recognized
asessential to meet greatly increased responsibilities; 30 years later cooper-

ation was reaching into virtually every aspect of university ltbrary opera-

tion.”* Arthur T. Hamlin hasestimated that by 1970 most large university

libraries were involved in at least six various types of consortia.’?

12
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Itis important to differen:iate between the simple, informal agreements for
interiibrary loan and the complex, formal airangements for consortia or
networks which “call for members to share system planning and develop-
ment resources; as well as operating. responsibilities and functions:"*

Accordlng to_this definition; 125 consortia involving academic libraries

were in existence by 19721nrlud1ng the New England lerary Informauon
Network (NELINET) founded in 1966; the New York Metropolnan Refer-
ence and Resea: h berary Network \METRO) founded in 1969; and the

Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) founded in 1967. The stated pur-
poses of these major consortia included: “increasing the accessibilitv of

existing collectio'is"' providing for the cooperauve acqu1s1uon - joint

materlals ; and operaung computerlzed systems . to. assist rnembers ‘in

providing a faster; more efficient se2r n and retrieval system for library

books and ]oarnals and research, development and implementation of

such systems:’

Allhough a number of consortia sponsored mlcrolllmlng pl‘D]EC[S none

stated. preservauon of large collections as. an objective: The majorny of

consortia were regional in namre and were composed of college libraries:

In contrast to Harnlm s statement cited earliet; I have obsen'ed lhal the
largest university libraries stood outside consortia in 1972, Itis true that the
New York Public Library participated in MFTRO but Princeton and

Columbla did not. Neither Harvard nor Yale /clonged to NELINET.®
Thus the concept of a consoruum of llbrarles was de rlgeur by 1972 bul

research llbrarles was new. He envisioned a small conso. tium that would
function for a trial period as a precursor to a national llbrary corpotauon a

large consortium requnrlng formal commitments of its members over a

long term was necessary for addressing 1he preserva tion problem By 1972

academic libraries had no history of major cooperative efforts for preserva-

uon or dlssemlnauon on a nauonal scale. Failure of the project of the trial
consoruum would suggest that another 2pproach was necessary or that
“'the time was not yet ripe for effective collective action toward preservation
1,39
goals.

th Haas s leadershlp a small group of major research l brarles con-

early 1970s. This group went on to form a national library corporation that
has gore farther than any other agency in developing models for a national
preservation program.

13



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

II. THE PRESERV ATION PROGRAM OF THE RESEARCH
LIBRARIES GROUP

Not long after the release of Haas's report, a series of meetings took place
among administrative staff of four major research libraries in the Norih-
east: The New York Public Library, and the libraiies of Columbia, Har-
vard; and .Yale Universities. There was a precedent for cooperation
involving this_same _group: in 1952 a Trustees’ Committee of Harvard,
Yale, Columbia, and the New York Public Library was established in
response to coneern abouL the problems of research library. gro\s;th This
committee issued a. report in October 1952 which focused. on reducmg
library growlh rates by means of coordinated acquisitions and on designat-
ing items “‘to be kept- permanenlly in one copy only, ellher in a librar,

which was particularly strong -in specrflc subject flelds. or in a jomtly
sponsored regional deposit facility. "*® The .eport proposcd the appoirii:
ment of a director of research and a planmng staff v»ho would mvesugate

libraries occurred durmg the next 20 yedrs

In. June 1973 ihe direciors of the four libraries appro\ed a 'f"rb'g"r:iiﬁ
Statement for a Consortium of Research Libraries.” The statement identi-
fies eight problerus facing research libraries; including the escalation in

the annual production of recorded information thatis of potential impor-

tarice 1o scholarship and the inability of individual research libraries to
collect and preserve a full representation of the humarn record: It is argued
that not only the quanlny but also the specxallzed nature of recorded

The llbrar\ goal of (()mprehensn( collecting is a corollary of the social
impulse -permanently to record events in detail. Together-these factors
have added not only 1o the bulk of the record; but have:reduced to very
low levels the rate of use for any gwen item in many subject categories.
Mote arid more of what is collected is actually used less and less:

The growmg complexity of research libraries, stemming in large part
from-sheersize aiid the lmgmsuc subject, and format characteristics of
research. collections; requires of hbrar‘, users:a greater sophistication
than is generally prevalenl There is evidence that this complexity actu-
ally inhibits '1se which in turn generates new and sometimes expensive
library responses mlended to mitigate prob]ems ¢

The program statement. further pomls ut that relauonshlps among sup-
pliers of information, hbranes and users are changing. Consequently,
research nbr@rles,assoaated with universities face the prospect of expand-
ing responsibilities bevond research support into Such areas as “social
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science documeritation services, centers for access to computer-stored
infOriﬁatiOh, and extension of service to groups bevond the uni\'ei”sit\'.”42
Gn en these forces, the authors assert, scholars and research libraries must
reexamine. their ob]ectlves and methods because effective operation in the
future will be different from that of the past. Fiscal constraints dictate a

need for change, but change uould be necessary even 1f t*e suppl\ of

ttons.,..There are,other \alld questtons about the level of funds and sktlls
that should properly go to research libraries-in the context of other social

o 4,43
needs.””” The authors state that change within individual I:-braries as well
as cl‘ange in the ways research libraries work together is ¢ sential:

Therefore Columbla, Harvard and Yale universities and the New York
Public Ltbran have Jomed together 1N a permanent : afftltatton wnh he
objective of improving the performanceof these four libraries individually
and colectively. T'he authors add that “from the beginning, thisorganiza-
tion will be de\'eloPed with the prospect -. extension to include other
research libraries.”’” Thej pamapants declare that they are prepared to take

the following specrch actions as proof of thei. commitment to the group:

standardizing on Library of Congress classification and subject headings:
following the MARC format in machine-readable bibliographic records;
accepting common authority files; and sharing in the acquisition of such
materials as sertals expensive sets, large microform files, and com suter-
based data archives. The authors foresee holding some materials as jointly
owned property that would be transported among institutions by means of
frequent delivery service or relayed by facsimile transmission when the
technology permits.

Fmally, the program statermernt (alls for lhe development of a plan of
actton that ldentlfles oL}[ectlves for the consortium and sets prlorlttes fnr

uve aspects of the alltance and should éxamineé “institutional poltcres
governing access, practices related 1o bibll§raph1cal control; collection

deVelopment and conservation objectives.’

Although lJe ltbrary dtrectors program statement of ]une 1973 Sald ltttle

research ltbrartes in socrety, by settmg the tone for long range planntng,

and by arttcnlattng an attttude of cooperatton

A plan of action written by ]oseph A. Rosenthal was released in December
1973: This study refers to the consoriium as “the Research Libraries

15 .
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Group" (Rl:G) and discusses 1ts admmmranon andlts relauonshlp to the

nauonal llbran commumt)' Rosenthal prcsents detailed recommenda-

tions concerning projects in bibliographic data, communication, accessto
materials, shared development of collections, and conservation and

preserv ation.

In this last area Rosenthal suggests that “the consortium should enhance

individual library efforts by pooling and extending inforination on the one
hand and by engaging in worthwhile cooperative projects on the olher n46
te identifies nine aspects of a conservation and preservation program in
an lndlvldual llbmry, 1nclud1ng proper en v1ronmemal condluons in

acldlhcauon, and e;mergenc;y treatmen;y; of damaged mater;als. Rosemhal
observes that the New York: Public Library alone of the libraries in the
ebri sbrtiijiﬁ has aii ihtegiatEd breservaiibh brbgiarri ebi}eriﬁg rﬁbstbh bese

Columbxa mtends loasugn <taf£ LCSOIJI‘CCS to preservauon In the lhree
university libraries, however, the staff working with various aspects of the
physical care of materials do not share information, and they lack proce-
dures fo1 determimng priorities and options for treatment of speaflc 1terns,
Further, the university libraries have commiitted resources to cring for
thelr speaal collections but have pald little attention to the bulk of their

collections.

In order to remedy lhlS situation; Rosemhal suggests lhat the consortium
es tabush acom mmee on conservauon and d preserv: ation that would operate
cleannghouse wou,ld comimnuriicite currerit state- of,the -art knowlcdge
about equipment, procedures, and standards to staff riembers making
policy and to those responsible for daily operations. The plan suggests that
the need for formal training in preservation should be met by new pro-
grams under the joint sponsorship of the RLG and one or more accredited

library schools. Meanwhile; the services of trained personnel should be

obtained on a consultant basis in areas for which RLG staff lack expertise.
A related function of the RLG Committee on Conservation and Preserva-
tion would be considering and making recommendauons to the RLG
Board of Dlrectors regardlng the ]01nl purchase 01 lease of expenswe
mg thal all major equipment should be, held ln common, Rosenthal
remarks that the consortium is an apt setting for evaluaiing new equip-
ment before individual libraries make purchases.*’

After commenling that the most promising po"s'sibilities fOr tobperative

16
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1o be follo“ ed in a cooperauve mlcrohlmlngpmgram He does not iden-

tify a particular group of materials having pnomv referring such deci-

sians_to the. RLG Committees on Colle-tion Development and User

Services. Although he proposes that the RLG conservation and preserva-

tion clearinghouse would provide assistarice in the bibliographic search-
ing necessary todetermine whether commercial firms or other libraries had
already fllmed an item, Rosen:hal does not advocate using a central facility
for microfilming. He suggests instead that “the actual production work
should be performed by the RLG library having the most extensive file.”
The holding-library would produce both a master negauve and a positive
which would remain in its possession: the positive should become avail-
able for interlibrary loan. The decisions as to retention of original volumes
in hardcopy and as to purchase of a positive microform would be up to the

holdmg library: Rosenthal makes further recommendations regarding the
pricing of positive copies. Without speclfylng details of a register of RLG
master negatives, he suggests lhat reports would be made to the proposed
serials database discussed in aniother chapterol-the plan. Hé points out that
“the developmenl of lhe ‘common blbllographlc database should facili-

preservauon program need not await compleuon of the bxbllographlc
structure.”’

Rosenthal's chapter “Conservation and Preservation” is only a small
section of a lengthy proposal for 2-complex network of research libraries.
Nonetheless, the urgency of effortsin thisareais stressed; and the success of

the consortium.is portrayed as conungem upon the physical state of the

collections: ““Of what use will processing and dehvery systems and agree-

ments on shared development of collections be if most materials in the four

libraries are too fraglle to be used or transported?”*?

There are echoes of Haas s ideas for a preservauon consortiom ln Rosen-

thal's discussion of the separability of conservauon and preservauon
projects:

A long range scheme devoted to-care and matintenance ol collections

could operate -on the whole quite independenitly of other cooperative

endeavors, although more effective blbhogTaphlcal access within the

REG. wxll undoubtedly benefit combined eiforts in thu preservation
held

Rosemhal suggests lhal lhe separabllxty of preservauon pro;ects makes
them suitable for external funding especially because thé materials are a
significant part of North American bibliothecal resources.

17 19
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Vam of Rosemhal s tdeas \\ ere cmbodud ln dttmtlts of the RLG Preser-

ing project and discussed a long range preser\atlon program. The

committee established a microfilm pricing pollC\ .and. wrote pJocedures

anid forms to ensure cominunication among the members. After investiga-

ting the possibilities of joint roiitracts with commercial filmers and joint

storage nf master negatives, the committee decrded to let the member
libraries decide individually on the selection of a ftlmer, q}lalll) control
storage; and service of items selected for filming. Each library was also

responsible for the prefaratlon and bibliographic work involved in selec-

ting titles for frlmmg

With these guldelmes the four- llbl‘dl‘les proceeded with a cooperative

filming project _funded in 1977 by an allotment of $60,000 from the

Research Libraries Group. The purpose of the project was to microfilm

yrittle and fragmented multivolume sets and discontinued serials of value
to other research ltbrarlcs and not avarlable ‘through commercml produc-

€OsiS only At the concluslon of the. pro]ect 61 multtvolume titles contaln-
ing over 120,000 pages had been filmed. The master negatives are held by

the host institution whlch makes positive copies available to other institu-

tions upon request.” 52 When Harvard withdrew from RLG in 1979, its films
were transferred to Yale for storage and service.”

The other three foundmg members—Columbla Yale and the New York
Public Library—continued to support the consortium. In July 1979 a

statement reiterating ihe purposes and goals of the Research Libraries
Group was srgned by the prestdents of ‘eleven institutions: Colurnbla,

Bartmouth College the New York Publtc lerary and the universities of
Mtchlgan Pennsylvama a‘]d lowa.’ In 1978 wor( began on convemng

outside the Northeast the trial consortmm was transformed into a
naticnal library corporation.

The 1979 Progress Report of the RLG. ltsted the preservauon of research
inaterials as one of its. “£our active programs direrted toward the primary

goals of the orgamzattoh The other_three programs were: cooperative

collection development, shared access to.collections, and the creation and

im plementatton of sophisticated bibliographic rools: This report said that

future preservation activities might include: (l) convertlng blbllographlc
records for preserved items to machine- readable form in order to assure
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coordination and to prevent duphmuon (2 e\pionng the potu‘ual of
preser\auon by optical image storage; and (3) planning for a central

faciiny for mlcroprocessmg and storage.

Aft'e'r the RLG Preservation Committee was reconstituted in 1980, 1t began
an impressive set of projects, The goals of the REG Preservation Program
as stated in 1983 include the following:
"IQ ensure. mmmumg a\dl]dbl]ll\ of research resources in all : pb}b-
pnale fields by developing phns for sharing preservation r(’<p()nslblll
ties: to- define policy - issues regarding  members’ preservation
r(sponsmlhucsmd the relationship of these o their collecting responsi:

bilities;...[and] to evaluate available preservation-related te(hnolozus
und assess. RLG's potential as a site for pilot projects, testing, or
(\p(rlmen[dtlon

Th( fo us of the program has been on. usmg mxcroform technolog\ to
preserve the intellectual content of materials printed on paper that have

little artifactual or intrinsic value as objects. Three major pr01ects were

underway in 1983: enhancements to RLIN; bibliographic control of nias-
57

ter negames and the_Cooperative Preservation Mlcrohlmmg Project.

The latter. two projects_have been funded by external sources, an outcome

consonant with Rosenthal's suggestion in his 1973 plan.

RUN is the onh shared catalogmg systern lhat offers features for exchang-
ing specm( mformauon about titles that hav- been or will be microfilmed.
Since the U.S, M»XRC 007 fxxed ficld for- phvsical description became
available in the fall of 1981, catalogers using RLIN have been entering
information -about the-type of microform represented by a parucular
record, RLIN has five- codes for dlsungmshmg genemuons of

microforms—ie., whether it is a preservation master; a. printing master a
service copy, etc. By searching the dalabase with the generation code, it is
possible to isolate microform copies of a_title from those in hardcopy.
Caulogers_enter._ into._the 5338 variable field. phOtorEpl‘OdUCllon notes
mdudmg 1mpr1nt and phy sncal descnpuon of the microform. When an
institution makes a decision to film an item, it immediately records this
information in RLIN’s Queuing Date field. In this way, duplication of
filming (fform by other institutions is prevemed while the item is being

pl‘OCEaSCd

By means of these routines establlshed for ongoing work and by nieins of
pro;ects for the reuospuuve conv ersmn of records for master negauves

phic conwaol of mxcrohlm masters RLG members havc been comnbuung
records to the National Regzster of Microform Masters (NRMM) published
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by the Library of Congress ior years 1963-1983. Under LC's new bqutdiﬁ,
“records for monographs received from 1984 are being included in the
automated National Union Camlog while. serial reports are being
included in New Serial Titles.” * The multiplicity. of volumes of the
NRMM, of microfiche sets of the NUC; and of directories and guides
publxsh( d by.inicroform producersxmpedm searching: Poor bxbhographxc
control has handicapped microfilming programs whose sponsors have
been reltictant to undertake the expense withoutassurance that an itern has
hbt dlreédi béen filmed The studies bv Haas and Rosenthal :iddressed

In Movember 1982, mth a gmm from the ’\auonal Endoumem for the
Huinaiiities (NEH elevenn RL.G members began entering into RLIN their
records for collectioris of miaster negatives. The New York Public berar),
which h:s been active for several decades in mxcrohlmmg dxd the same
thing in a Separately fundgd project. - ® v pon completion: of the former
project i:i early- 1981, the Research Libraries Group published the-first
edition of the RLG Preservation Union List{or distribution outside its
membership. A set of microliche showing all retrosoéctive and current
records entered into RLIN since October 1981, the (irst edition of the
Union. List_contains tiiziixbhs {or masters for over 25,000 works held in
RLG member libraries:® Usmg information from_the list; librarians can

order service roples of preservation masters. frbrri mdxndual RLG librar-
ies.®” A second edition containing 47,000 citations for. microfilm master
negalncs and printing masters was pubhshed n May 1985. Production of
both editions was made possible by grants from NEH. A third edition of

the RLG Preservation Union List is scheduled for publlcauon in 1986.%

Th( most excmng exampJe of efforts by research lxbjarms 0 “ork togelher

to reach major preservation goals is the REG Cooperative Preservation
chrohlmmg PrO_](?Ct Supporttd by grams from NEH and the Andrew W.
Mellon Foundation, tlie initial phase of the project began on 1 May 1983
and \nll last for lhree years.. The target of lhxs phase 1§7monoeraphs
RLG mermbers 1nyol\/¢d haye acce p;ed areas of cornrtnbu”uon based on thelr
collection sirengths. Thus Browii- University is filming Adiericaii poetry
from il’i(‘ Harrié Céllédidri iil’iik’ ihé UhiVE‘i’Siij bf Mihﬁt‘Sdi:i i\ COPti’ibU:
(hosen from LC sub]ect uelds E, and ,F, Américan h;stor) excludmg the
Trans Mississippi West; a field which is being covered by the University of
€alifornia at Berkeley. Similarly; Columbia University; the New York
Public Eibrary; and the University of Michigan have selected broad sub]ea
fields from the E€ classification schedule: Having agreed to coordinate its
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pr( s(r\.mon ml(rohlmmg acuvity with the Rt G prOj(([ xhe lemn of
Congress is deferring its own {ilming of US; lmpnms in thow classes
chosen by RLG members. For theinitial phase of the project LC is filming
som(' l /OO hmnl ~used historical and gene: ﬂoqmil records from the period
-1 50 (oiunbuunq films of sermls and is filling gaps in
(ldSs(‘S b(*mg (omple[ed by RI1.G members.®

p.mng libraries survev [hem colléctlons sy slemaucall\ and evaluate every

U.S. monograph of the. penod 1876 1900: Three criteria itist be met before

adecision to filmanitem is made: (1) a curator deems the volume w orthvof

preservation, (2) no other microform master of the item can be located, and

(3) the item is suitable for hlmmg as delermmed bv factors such as com-

pleteness and the preserice of plates. The RLG Preservation Manualpub-
lisked in February 1983 contiins specifications for film and storage and

uxdehnes for quality control, prefilming procedures; handlmg ‘problem
\olumes " and for the identification of material [ilmed.* The Research

Libraries (.roup has leased a vault for joint storage. of mas(er negames
produced by the project. Members may also store their own masters in the

vault which is managed,; equipped, and monitored by RLG.. If they choose

to do so, how ever; they re[a:n nespons:bllm for assigning storage numbers

to films,. emenng records into RLIN; and processing requests for copies of
stored materials.®

L'on MLcrofdmmg Pro;ﬂclas ‘aj Srac-

. 06
dinated. preservation program. Ele-
meins of such a program Jndude the compilation of accurate cost data and

fzi G views the toz,pé'razivé Preser

the development of model guidelines, procedures, work forms, and stan-

daids: The project tests the new RLIN features designed 1 did preservaiion
efforts and serves collection developnient by improving online access o a
rdngc of important research materials. Further, the project allows the
library community to measure more accurately the American publishing
output and to estimite betier what pbriibﬁ has already been preserved.:
The ongmdl ldeds for [hlS himmg projec tand for lhe preservation- r(*laled

enhan( éménfs 1o the bxbhographxc dalabase _may be lraced to lhe studws

(lcannghouse for conservation mformanon did not materialize; its pur-
pose was at least partially fulfilled with the publication of the RLG
Presematton Ma'mlal In addiuon io the specifications dnd giidelines
alreadv mentioned, the manual contains a statement of purpose lor the
RL.G Prcscrvauon,P[ogram,a,nd & “"Workbook' with relevant definitions
and specialized bibliographies. Despite the comprehensiveness of the

21




initial phase of the microlilming project and the promise of increased
activities in the future, RLG portravs its efiorts quite modestly in light of
the nauon’s preservation needs:

RLC m(mben do not assume that. even asd group. 1he\ alone can meet

the preservation needs of the scholarly communiwy, Ratker: they hope to
develop model programsand establish a structure thatcould be extended
to and coordinated with the efforts of a variety of organizations and
institutions.

There are many mdlrauons that this hope is berommg a realm As noted
earlier, the Library of (,ongrcss has already btgun coordmaung its preser-
vation efforls with those of RLG: In November 1984 officers of - the
Research Libraties Group and the British Library signed a memorandum
of undersianding ‘‘that sxgnals coordv'lated preservdtion activities,
exchange of records and files between thieir respective databases, and ex-
plorauon ofdlrect electromc commumcauon for lnterllbrar) loan "0 In
compl( mcmary to thaLQf ;he mmal phgje o{ the RfLGWcooperame pro;ect
éi’é béiﬁg i‘hbﬁﬁiéd Thé Ai’ﬁéi‘iﬁiﬁ méblbgical Libréi’j Aé&btiaiibh
pl‘OJCCI to film theologl(‘al monograph< published between. 1860 and 1929,
The American Phxiologlcal Association hasreceived gramsfrom NEHand
the Mellon Foundation to preserve on microform important works pub-
lished between 1850and 1918 in the field of classical studies.” The titles are
being criosen by an editorial board composed of scholars with a range of
interests in classxcal studles The photographlc work for the classics
project is being done by the Preservquon Department of the Columbla
University_Libraries; RLIN ind RLG's storage facility, standards, and
pricing policies are being used.

By means- of these RL(‘ projects and Df omhers lhal support the efforts of
mdnldual hbrdnes 2 base of suppon for presd\anon 1S bemgeglabllshed

and fmore producm( .

I THE EVOLuTiOHN OF A NATIONAL PRESERVATION
PROGRAM IN THE 1980s

A’ Piannmg (‘nq[erence fqr a} National Preservation Program _was con-
vened at the Library of Congress in December 19’16 for the purposes. of

assessing the magnitude of the problem, finding ways “of informing the
naticn and the world about it;”" and identifying approaches to solving it: 7

Since the ARL Preservation Committee had identified very similar pur-
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p()\(s in 1965 after the release of Gordon R. Willia 1ms’s report, it would
appear that litde had been accomplished in twelve years. In his speechat

the 1976 conference; Williams cited reasons why the ibrary profession had

been laggard:

(1) lack of heavy patron pressuie to i siove the condition of matenals;
(") CONCETIation on nzuiqu ( oh(umns withovtt datention 1o o- going
maintenance; (3) the non-rare” nature of mostdeterioratire maieriais,
though they mayv be scarce or even unique: [and] () the encrinis
volume which makés only mass treatment cconomicatly feasible,
together with the lack of effective mass tredtment weehiiigues,”’

\\'illi:ixii§ (‘iilitiriui;d i() :1&1%6&3(@ the ti'in%fﬁ (if h]'iti‘i’ialé ﬁ”i)m holding

Sp’mking at the close of ih"e conferenice, Warren J. Haas expressed his
conviction “that d(\elopmg the capacity to aet mav desernve as much
attention as anvthing. ™ He advised that problems of selection and of
setting -priorities for preservation would bé-resolved once we have de-

i'el'(;)'p'éd ‘a national capacity that will provide us with Optmns among
T - 078
which individuals; acting in their profess:ondl capacities; can_ choose.” "

As vice president of the Council on Library Resources, Haas announced
that the CER would provide modest funds to support a steering committee

responsible for coordinating the next phase of development for a national
presendm)n prograrm.

Jm! ds h:s predecessor had agreed in 196) to d((ept responsxb'rm for

(.onqress de(l j Boorsun assert at the 1976 conference 'hat it Was “{he
duty of the Library of Congress to assume the leadershxp in collaboration
mth d” affccted and mterested pames : L'&Ithough LC estabhshed an ad

the corrimmee s recommendations: For varions 1s internal, flsci]l éhd bolm-

cal reasons; the Library of Congress was *‘unable to assume the leadership
8
mle it kad announced:

In the meantime; the initiation of | preservauon efforts. by RLG and grow-

ing awareness_of_the importance of preservation_programs in individual

libraries stimulated academic librarians to turn from the attitude of wait-
ing for a savior to that of helping Lhemselves *A prominent preservation-
ist expressed in 1979 “the helief that a ‘national’ preservation program
de(reed and dlrected from cenlral source of power/knowledge/funds 1§
neither practicable ror desirable at the present time."®
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I( seems llkel\ that thls atitude informed the new drre(uon mken by the
Association of Research Libraries, which had led the movemient to estab-
llSh ke nauonal p]an for lhe preser\auon of llbran matenals m the )ears

and tramed personnel huit proqress was slow.

The first survey of preservation efforlsm larsrer U.S. academlcllbrarles was
conducted in 1972 by Gay Walker. preservation librarian at the Yale
Uniiversity L,rbrar}, The results of Walker'ssurveyof 115 academrcﬁlrbrar;
ies, each with holdings of 5(),000 volumes or-more, were not pubiished
until January 1975. Of the 86 respondents, 62 libraries or 72% reported
some preservation procedures. For most librasies these procedures were
radimentarv repair operations, buta few libraries had developed ‘more

sophisticated programs. of replacement;. reproducuon wn'hdrawal and

special repairs.”’ All of the libraries handled high-use items necding repair;

of the rotal number of items processed most were titles that had circulated
recemls Forty libraries used stack checks to 1denufy other iterns needrng
attention while 25 relied upon staff reports. Only four libraries had inde-

endenl operauons wnh one or more staff mem bers whose prrmary duues

serv 1cesfdepartme'ufs in lo ,crrc,ula,uon departments Walker concluded
that only three or -feur academic libraries had ° msugaled preservation
programs to deal with the problem in itsentirety."® Urging these libraries
to communicate their experiences; she devoted half of her article tooutlin-

ing a model program. She described the first steps as surveying the stack
conditions and formulating a preservation pclicy that establishes criteria

and goals

The 1nformauon about preservauon programs in Walker's survey was
corroborated by the informal assessments of Haas and Rosenthal. In light

of Walker’s statement that few large academic libraries were able orrich

enough to institute techniques such as those bexng pracuced at the New

York Public Library and the Library of Congress, it seems odd that LC's

Preservarion Department was recommended as a model for research librar-

ies in an article publlshed in the January 1976 issue of The Journal of
Academic Librarianship. Karen Lee Shelley wrote that “there is now
suf‘ncxent jusuflcauon for every. research llbrary toemploya conservauon

ment.”® Yet even 1f ma;or,frfesearch llbranes had been able to afford a

conservation specialist in 1976, there were not enough to goaround: There
were no formal training programs until 1981 when the Columbia Univer-
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sitv School of Library Service offered programs for educating conservator
of library materials and preservation administrators. Both the Walker anc
the Shelley articles attest to the primitive state of knowledge about preser
vation administration in the mid-1970s.

The Systeins and Procedures Exchange Cemer (SPEC) o{ the Assocrauov
of Research L. lbl‘dl‘lC‘S Office of Management Studies (OMS) has conductec
several surveys of preservation efforts in member libraries. The first SPEC
survev-in 1977 showed that very few libraries had articulated policies anc
procedures. “‘Alihough planning had begun in several more; it was ofter
focused on the binding component.”® The greatly increased activity ir
library preservation planning thatoccurred in the late 1976s was docu
mented by the second SPEC survey of March 1980 Forty libraries reporlec
having conducted a formal study or needs assessment; 28 had adoptec
polrcy statements and 58 were operaun&, an .active presenauon prograrr

the program. An addmonal 19 libraries 1nlended to lmplemem such 3
program within five years.

Thrs expwnsron was expedned by certain external catalysts such as man-
agemem studres and surveys by consullanls lhe preser\auon self stud)

librz ries had been frustrated by cost 1mpl|cauons and a dommant lheme of
responses to the 1980 survey was that “the scope of préservation issue:
vastly exceeds the resources currentlv available.””®

The 1eport on the SPEC survey lrsted lhree mgredrems necessan/ for

procedures, (2) an mqease i1i the number r)f specralrsts, trained to direct
local programs; and (3) ‘‘the creation, on the local level, of an organiza-
tional capability to develop preservation programs and incorporaté them
into the operational-structuré of the library. "8 The first need was being
met by the growing literature and in particular by three SPEC Kits issued

in 1980: Planning for Preservation; Disaster Preventionand Prepa redness;

and Basic Preservation Procedures. More widely available workshops and

mtroductor& courses were mcreasng the pool of knowledgeable persons if
not specialists. OMS was addressing the third need through its Preserva-
tion PI‘OJC‘CI begun m early 1980 with funds from the National Endow-

The NEH grant was. ;geaﬁ;;n; for the design and testing of a “'self-study

procedure to enable academic libraries to identify and address preservation
problems."® Pamela W: Darling; head of the Preservation Department at
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the Coluimbia U- versity Libraries, was employed by OMS to develop and
test the planining process. Her draft manual was used by three ARL
libraries—Dartmouth College, the University of Virginia, and the Univer-
sity of Washington—in pilot tests conducted in 198]1. The manual was
then revised and published in 1982.

In accordance with the stlpulatlon of the NEH grant, the Preservanon
Planning Program Manual contains a methodology for libraries making a
formal stud} of preservatron needs asa foundatlon for planntng programs
process in whtch an OMS consultant assists a team of the llbrary staff in
initiating and executing the study over a period of months. The manual
can also be_used profitably. by libraries preferring a less formal_or_less
intensive approach' The formal program benefits the organization because

pamcxpauon i the studyprocess promotes - staff - learnmg and profes

sional development; creating a broad understandmg within the library
staff of the nature and importance of preservation, and enhancing the
ability.of the library to respond to preservation rieeds on a continuing
basis.
Another phase of the OMS Preservauon P‘”O]CCI resulted in the complla-
l,982,,for use in conjunction with the manual. The purposc of t,he Rcsource
No:iwebook is to p’r’o’i{ide access to bétkgroijnd and technicai infermation
iiééded for p’la'rmihg preSerVJtion p"r’o'g'rams Diiided into eleven majbr

'nonths to complete and 1nyolyes 720 to 30 llbrary staff,members. Ihe
response was not gratifying in the first two years after publication of the

beside those involved in the pilot test were attempting. the formal study. A

booster was in order; and in mid-1984 NEH awarded a grant of $65,375 to

OMS for ronductmg planmng studies in ten ARL libraries: A s.lpend of
$1000 and fiee materials and consultation by OMS staff are being awarded
to each library chosen. Applicants were judged by OMS and the ARL
Commiittee on Preservation of Research Library Materials on the basis of
their readiness to serve as a demonstration site, the adequacy of physical
space for-a preservation program, their willingness 1o support staff devel-

o’pmém in preserV:itibn and their i‘dinmilment to imp’lémén’ting the

academlc llbrartes Colorado State Iowa State, Mlssourl, Northwestern,
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Ohio State, Oregon SUNY Siony BrooL and Tennessee The studies
should be completed in late 1986 and the results will be dissemina:ed to the
library community b\ OMS &

'I'he Assocrauon of Research leranes cosponsored a ma]or cooperauve

acuvlty in North America and to assist in coordlnaung and mcreaslngsurh
activity in the future. Thie preservation committees of ARL and of RLG.

the Research lerarlr(;s Advisory Council of OCLC, and the American
Library Association/Resources and Technical Services Division; Preserva-
tion of Library Materials and Reproduction of Library Materials Sections

cosporsored the preparauon and dlstrlbuuon Qfa preservauon quesuon-

members of ARL; R!:L, the Independent Research Libraries Association,

and the €anadian Association of Research Libraries. The questionnaire

was also sentto the maJor hxstorlcal societies and stale archlves and to other

conducled in ]981 by ALA

The results of the survey wxll be publlshed in the flnal report ofthe ARL
Microform Pro;ect Preliminary resulis have identified trends and revealed
weak areas in preservauon mlcrofllmmg programs. - There isan 1ncreas1ng

1nd1cated that therr llbrarles have not yet addressed._ preservauon needs do

not give priority to this process; and believe that preservauon isnota major

issue.”®! Among libraries_ that_have significant. preservauon prograims

there is_an alarming inconsistency in such operations as record-keeping,

levels of activities, functions performed and practices regarding policies
and guldellnes Excepuons to this picture are a few libraries with excellent
model programs. Althiough 54%70[ the survey respondents indicated that
they produce miicroforms, some do not keep production records and others
produce a quality of microform that is below preservauon standards. Of

the respondents, 70% -were willing to parucrpate in cooperative. pro;ects

rnany of these said that their participation would be contingent upon

securlng external funding. Over half stated that they would be more likely

to participate in a cooperative project if an outside {acility was available for

- 92
producmg microforms:

It follows from. the fact lhat many librarics donot keep records of preserva-

tion activities that anaccurate national census of such activities is 1mposs1-

ble. Given that only a few research iibraries had preservauon programs in

1975, it is not surprising that sophistication in such programs was not
27
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achleved by 1984 One can conclude froin the survey results that research
libraries need guidance in managing their preservation programs as well
&s tinancial support and access to treatment and production facilities. The
survey siiows that research libraries have not perfected what Haas called

“the capacity to act’: coordination is needed to eliminate the-haphazard
aspects of 'cu'rre'hi Efforts to make tooperative prograrris practical, and to

In order to foster a commitment-to preservatiori b) each A.RL member the
Commuiitee on Preservation of Research Library-Materials drafted Guide-

lines for Minimum Preservation Efforts in ARL Libraries which was
approved by the ARL memﬁershlp on 25 October 1984. The guidelines

refer to. ARL's Five Year Plan adopted i1 1983. The plan asserts that
“individuval research librzries bear responsibility for preserving their col-

lections as part of the collecuve resources of the research libraries of North
Amerlca The thlrd prtncxpal ob]ecttve of the Ftve Year Plan is "to

thelr colleruons The Associdtion of Resea'ch lerarles is therefore
dtrect ing 1ts efforts at helpmg llbrarles meet this local responsibility. The

a destrable and presumabl‘, practtca‘ le \U of moderate strength t0 \shu h
all ARL libraries should aspire in the course-of - this decade. Onct
atwined, it is a level which should be able (0 be maintained over the long
term....It is-hoped that this minimum level is one which by 1988 at least
half the ARL iniembership could attain or exceed; and by thf end of this

decade all ARL libraries could have attained or exceeded.*

The writers of the document then delineate five aspects Wthh “taken
together should consutute a ;good base: oi mlmmum effort, (l) local

mental condltlons. ana (5) current budgetar) effori.

Under this last aspeit, the guidelines 1ecomiriend that “the library shou'd

allocaie to measirable preservatior activities an amount equal to at least

10 of its exptndltures for books. aertals and other llbrary matertals or 4%
A 95

accreditation purposes “since the fieid of preservation is too unceriain to

warrant_ surh a rigid. approach _Rather; as_the authors pomt out. “the

current generation must set some goals and strivemightily to achieve these

if in fact we arc to guard against leaving for our successors a literaily
impossible task.®

While the Association of Research Libraries has been concentrating on
supporting the development of local preservation programs in member
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sponsorlng a sleenng committee for a nauonal preservauon programas

Warren J. Haas annouriced at the 1976 conference. CLR and the American
Association of Universities (AAU) established a. Task Force on Preserva-
tion which completed a study of the needs of research libraries in late
1981 s Callmg for anauonal pian and conunued program developmentat

knowledze Nonetheless it was importarnt thata professmnal a. soc1auon
representing the higher education community becamie involved in plan-
ning for preservation,

The Amenran Councxl of !:earned Societies (ACLS}jolned CLR and AAU

in sponsoring a conference enutled “Toward the Twenty-First Century

Research Libraries and Their Users” in Decemnber 1982 at Wlngspread in
Racme W!sconsm Paruapanls at lhlS conference 1ncluded some 40 uni-

executives, The title of the conferencc reflecls the fact that many,toprcs,o.‘
importance to research libraries, including prescrvation; were addressed.
The purpose of the dlscussrons was

to menufy and explore the primary issues needrng auenuon |I scholar-

ship is-io be well served during the years ahead as libraries wransform
themselves (and are transformed) by techiiclogical-change of -unprece-

dented dimension ard the new economic realities induced by that iech-
nology, by additional _user expectations, -and by fundamenual
restructuring of library servlce and information systeris:

Thls expression of concern for the future of research llbrarles closely
resembles that of the “‘Frogram Statemeni for a Consortium of Research

Libraries"” signed in June 1973 by the library directors of Harvard; Yale;

Columbia, and the New York Public Library. Parucxpants at the ng-

spread Conference realized that resolution of the questions raised there

would requlre persxstem attennon by many people They lheretore pro-

posed that a continuing series of meetings be held to consider specific
topics in detail and to encourage discussions of these topics in other

seumgs

The first such meeung, agaln sponsored by CLR AAU, and ACLS, was

held in October 1983 at Wye Plantation; Maryland. The topic was

“National and Regional Aspects of Collecting and Preserving Library

Maleuals Thele had been consensus at Wlngspread that “individual
libraries must often make their coliecting and preservation decisions in a
larger context if true distinction in institutional subjectcollections is to be
rnalntalned andr the national capacity to support research is not to erode,”"**
Discussions at the Wye Plantation conference focused on the implications
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and means for application of this principle of interdependence. The par-
ticipants recommended that the Council on Library Resources begm the
process of finding an appropriate vy to shape a preservation sirategy. %

A paper summarizing the discussions and recommendauons concerning
preservation oy the conferenices at Wingspread and Wye was drafted by
CLR and dis:ribiited to ARL directors. The paper was presented at the
spring 1984 mectings of the Assoc:auon of Research Libra -ies and the
Associaticn of Americar: Universities.'” The anonvmous authors of - ‘Pre:
serving Our Intellectual Heritage: General Diréctions and Next Sleps

deny that it is a draft for a comprehensive national plan. They report that
the discussions raised quesuons about whether “a 'national plan’ in the

!ull sense of that term’ was appropnate it seemed more. 1mportam to take

acticns to preserve library materials “in the context of a reasonable_but

generally described national strategy.” After dividing._the preservation

p:oblem into the prospecuve and the r retrospecuve the authors discuss
steps for soluuons to the prospecuve problem being taken by the Lrbrary of
Congress and the National Library of Medicine. They acknowledge that
there has beeri modest progress on the retrospertrve problem which is the
focus of the paper, and assert that the timme has corie ‘‘to buildon thestrong
foundation that has been put in place during the last decade or s0."102

The paper discusses five requirements that must be met in order to achieve
goals for re lrospecuve preservation:

I. A method for. esmbhshmg prmcrples formulaung policy and pnorr-

ties; and meeting specilied objectives. . _

2. Acknowledgment of the cost of, and secilrmg rtmdmg for, expanded

. preservation activity.

3. Additional production faciliiies for conservation treatmemand content

~ preservation, and expanded efforts to recruit and train conservators.

4. Exparided fesearcii capabilities to deveiop more effective uses of tech-
nologies, formulate effi'ciehtbp’eréting modes, and undertake economic
planaing. - -

5. An expanded educauonal and mfr)rmauonal program to promote
understandmg and support for commitment of public funds to protect
society's intellectual heritage. 103

Earher preservauon plans and the results of lhe ARL survey had rdenufred

Whereas Haas's 1972 reporl had proposed a preservauon cons oruum asa
model for a national library corporatron the 1984 docurnent stresses the
necessity of for ming a permanent organizing structure that includes nonii-
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1y associations in. the %ﬁefiEan Council of Learned Socneues the
Association of American Universities, und knowledgeable specialists. '
The conference discussions had not sought to specify 3 permairent Struc-
ture, but thev recommended thata’ ftrst state”” body be formed to continue
discussit ns and to promote action. CLR agreed to fuiid and host such a
bod\ for a limited time. The Commitiee on Preservation and Access;
eomposed; of twelve members and coordinated by Margaret Child of_the

Smithsonian Institution, first met in October 1984.%® Certain topics
addressed in the committee’s interim report of July 1985 will be discussed
later.

With regard to the forirulation of poltcus the 1984 paper emphasnzes that
“the idea of the 'nation’s collection’ must be established, along with a
better sense that acquisition and preservation are opposite sides of the same

coin.” The authors reasor that responsibility for preservation is implicit

n the development of distinctive research coilections that together consti-
tute the nation'’s research capacttv They assert that "mdmdual research

libraries; even the most prestigious. among them, must berome ina func-
n10e ~\ccordmglv each

tional sense; ‘branches’ of the natioual coliection:
hbrar\ must budget not only for purrhasmg but also for p.eservation.

decade The authors pomt out that irs ,utuuonal funds and foundatton

assistance alone will probably be inadequate; consequently; state and

federal funding will be needed. They advise that evidence of private jariici-

pation and agreement on a plan oi action will probably be needed 1o obtain

gowternment suppport:'

In order to incrcase awareness of the problemand to garner pnbllc support

the 1984 CLR paper proposes an expanded edncattonal and informationa.

program. The authors corument that_there is "“as yet no cohesive pubiic
sense of 2 preservation. ethlc for_the product of mankind’s accumulated

leamlrig and expenfme Thev admit that the goal is not preservation of

every piece of information ever recorded,
but iﬁih"er ih:it ihé iiﬁpdttéht partS i the content of the human record
and intellectual creativity be piotected and made fully accessihle-for
those who want or necd to put the record to use. As a sociery, wi don't
really know how todo this well, and we will not learn unti! the substance

of the question becomes widely understond and thoughfally
considered.'®

The baibei' stresses that a long-term effort w 1 be necessary for grining
public support at the level xequmd to perform sufficient preservation

work and for establishing “what the interests and priorities of the public
31
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are.” Several tipes of iiformation programs are suggested, including
specialized studies of the relationship between rescurce availability and
scholarly productivity,-and university seminars for achieving the-under-
standing required as 4 base lor an evolving perception of the true impor-
tance of this topic.”'%

The ARL Office of Manrgement Studies has taken steps in this direction
with the compilation ot a SPEC Kit, Preservation Education in ARL
Libraries. Libraries with substaniial preservaticn programs have empha-
sized the itﬁ'pij'riaﬁ'cé 6f6h'cbu'raigih'g’stéﬂ fréédér's dbnbié and adiﬁihiSt'rai-

commitment. to presenduon Since the fornal. Ilterature has been silent

about providing guidarce to library managers in devising and evaluating

strategies for U{ucaung approp*;ate groups, S SPEC has gathered materials
from ARL 1 = ubers with active preservation programs: Thus far libraries
ha\e concemrated on developmg trammg matenals for staff but somne
mcludea preservauon pollcv tatcments, staff tralmng materlals examples
of posters and handouts for patrons donor information, anc printed

guides to exhibits about preservation. 110

With regard to the provision of treatments. for materials, the 1984 CLR
paper observes that regional production facilities serving groups of librar-
ies are the best way of employing scarce talent, of training more staff, of
establishing and enforcing qualitative standards, of promoting coordina-
tion regionally and nationally, of testing equipment, and of USiiig storage
facilities. The authors suggest the formation of separate operating organi-
zations on_the mode! of the New. Engld nd Document Conservation Center;
estabhshed in 1978 with €LE assistance: Represematnes of institutions

with major research collecnons should t:{.cf‘ the1 mitatve for plannmg and
development because their institutions need the services most critically.
Local governing units for each facility would determine its administrative
structure, the libraries to be served. the scope of services offered and the
technologies used. The governing board; as a group “would help set the
national course for bmlding an adequate operating capacity fo1 retrospec-
tive preservauon »in

mllllon o the Councnl on lemry Rt’sOl‘l‘(eﬁ for establlshmg a Mld
Atlantic Presena;xon Center. CILR announced that it was workmg with
libraries in -mid-Atlantic states to explore formation of a center. In Sep-
tembcr 1984 the New York Hlstorlcal Society hosted meenng for th1<

11
I\oepp of Punceton Umve.suy as the convenor. 2
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Other steps in the ditection of regional cooperation for preservation have

been taken by two regioral bxbuographlc atilities: AMIGOS, the broker

for ©OELE and. for other hbrarv services in the Southwest, annnunced the

creation of a pruservauon committee in May 1984."" The Southeastern
Library Network (SOLINET) received a grant of $168,401 from the

Nauonal Endowmem for lhe Humanmes for rsnbllshmg a cooperaitiire

Lisa Fox as preservauon adm;xmstra tor, the 1mudl twq,,year pro;ecl focuses
on two functions: supporting the preservation effort. of SOLINET
members bv pioviding information; training; field service, and disaster
relief; and cooperating with other regional and national organizations in

preservauon activities. The foundation of a treaunent and production

facility is not on the immediate agenda of the SOLINET program: Addi-
tional funding is being sought for future phases of the program. 1

SGI:iNEfs efforts in preser'.auon have special <1gmf1cance because
libraries in this region have been among thie slowest in the country to plan
preservation programs. None of the academic libraries in the Southeast
had belonged to the Research Libraries Group unul the University of
Florida jomed recently.

ll remains to be seen whaher Lhe provision of preservatioi services Dy
brokera fcr the nation s largest bl bllographlc uul ity str°ngthens the wea R-

namely, commumcat.on, The bl,bhographlc mfra,str,uct,ule, cruc1al for
registering information about originals and copies, is far frdrﬁ p"e'ifé'ci An

In “The \'fanagemem of Preservation }nfox'rnauon Cam and Dnan state

that local and naticnal preservation pmgnuus requxre intormation man-

agement sysiems that link bibliographic records to records of preservation

actions; decisions, and methods. The Column:bia, Yale, and Stanford Uni-
versity libraries have extensive local preservation hles that ‘provide infor-
mation about the condluon of an 1lem the avallablllty of replacerr‘ents for
coriversioii prOject at the New York Universit ty Llrbrary, In ]982 mcluded a
component of recording information aboui the binding ar:d paper condi-
tion of items in a local field; records were input into the RLIN database:''®

It would be desxrable to rccord preservation information in a nauonally
accessible database so that libraries might avoid duplication of etfort. The
Linked Systemns Project holds the promiise of such a database; but it wil} be
some time before implementation of the sitandard network interconnection

allows routine searching from any location. As discussed in part II, the
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Research lerarles Informauon Nelwork is lhe ‘nl\ nanonal bxblmgra-

Conumutors of cataloging to RLIN hive rouunel\ been adding ccdes for
the generation of a microform in the 007 field and notes with descriptive
1n or'r.auon 1n {he :)33 fleld The On.lne Compuler lexary Cenlcr the

enhanr‘elnents, bu. lhe comniorn MARC format provides sucit a
j 116
pmenual

Cain and Dean dlscuss four requirements: for a national plesezvauor.
information management svstem: (1) cominitnent to record preservation

mformauon routinely and carefullyJ 2) agréérneni on i&'hat is to bE

recorded and (4)a caordlnaunﬂ mechamsm for. prowdmg nauonal ACCess

to preservauon lnforrnauon _With regaid to the third requrremem the

authors note lha' whlle accepta Ice of the MARC f01mae lmphes agree-

made on whether to use separae blbhographlc records for lhe orlgmal and
reproductions or to comblne all the informaton in one record. The foriner
apploach has been adopled by OCLC whlcn is organlzed on a master

but does not lmegra(e local records. Cain and Dean remark that * each
systemn will have to resolve these difficulties; perhaps by simply providing
the ability to execute a search for the preservation information recorded in
each record:’ 117 Thestudy concludes oy calling for the establishment o an

interim means of communicating preservation information between data-

bases until the goal of the Llnked Systems Prouect has been arcomphshed

Iﬁ hﬁreﬁ,iﬁiijbi'iant’ébfa Cbérdinaiéd biblibgraﬁhit structure for lhé creation
oi an access system for prcserved :':éins i;’-éinjjha'siz'éd in the Inierini Report

Council on lerary Resources The derzelopment of a. desxgn for. such an

access systern appears (o be one of the major tasks the committee hasset for
jtself. Just as Haas's 1972 report introduced thz idea of a preservation
consortitim as a prototype for a nationl library corporation, so does the
“Interim Report’’ introduce the idea of an access systemn for an expanded
body of information as the- prototype for ‘“‘new approaches to delivering
library services with a bibliographic structure that, when appropriatc,
supports access as well as membership. »hs

The authors point out that the relatively low level of preservation micro-
filming in the past has not placed too heavy a burden on the existing
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;mdrlrocauon mav rcrearge new problems such as mcrcased fulflllment costs
for libraries supplying copies from their masters and incréased delays and
procedural: confusion for users.”” In order to prejparé for an expanded
program, the committee is seeking answers toa numbe- of questions about
the economics and organization of the distribution : S)Slcm for copxe< of

preserved items. The committee members see in future cooperative preser-
vation efforts the opportunity

o »xpenmem \n[h new memods and rew afhllauom In {he final

analysis; the ability to preser\ edeteriorated books and to make the copies
widely arcessible may-serve as a kind of model-for the:"new " library that

wakes full advantage of techinological pOSSIbh ties. '

’Io achle\e lh}s goal the Intenm Repon calls for a collaboratx\e v“ffort
involving “all libraries with a primary interest;. regardless of network
aff:l*ations.”” The authors think that the idea for a naidonal collection will

become a realm ‘only when a collaborative préten au Qh progmm Is acle(-

on as a primary responsibility by research  raries and their universities.’

Believing. that a national prc:enauon sirategy wiil bf: successful to lhe

extent that it balances local and national intevesis, th:e authcrs set forth
ingredients of such a strategy:

(Iz]mnust start with the premise thatindividaatlibraties aze at the heartof
the program. Thus, the sirategy must set forih conditions and expecta-

tions In: such a way thal locai decmons can be made in !he context o{a

should promme beuer mformed derisicns."?

One can detéct in the “Interim Reporl anambivalenceor: reluctance w th

regard to the enunciauon of a national plan: The report begms cautiou s:y

with the admission that “a ‘grand pian 1f theré ever 1s one, will probably

be evident oniy in rétrospect Progress in preservauon is made orie book ata

Obsernng and fdalnaung this ° movmg in concerl appears to be lhe
committee’s role. On the other hand, in statinig their fundamental conclu-
sion that a systematic approach to preservdtioli i§ necessary, the authors
seemn to view their rolc as the articulation of a national plan: “The Com-
mittee seeks to present a-comprehensive picture; not only of the ultimate
plan; but also of the series of steps required to achieve the plan.’’ In the

discussion of organization for preservation near the end of the report, the

authors conclude that the various distributed activities are not promoting

the endeavor to build an awareness of a national collection:

With only a few ¢ excepuons goals are largely msmuuonal A way must
be found to esiablish a credible national setting for preservation activi-
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ties:::The need for a national r--'ss&ar’aa' for preservation work will
grow with the volume ct activity.

The authors further argue (hat the drstrrbuted activities are leanng unad
dressed important matters such as a more effective approach to providing
dccess to materials and an expanded research effort The “Interirm Report”
calls for a means of assuring that 7essenual operat'ng components are

the capaciiy to monitor results with regard to cost control, productiot
levels, and availability of the final p’r'o"d'u”cx There should also be “critical

rators_of universities; and go\ crnment, leaders D“velopmen _of these

capacmes would provide “a. ronstrucuyeapproach IQ}ndgmg progress’ in
i S 2 199

order to satlsfy obligations to fundlng sources and paruclpants ahke

The “Inierim Repurt coricludes with a diSciission of the organriairon;il
requiremneiits for achieving a collaborative effort. The authors observe that

nodels for sol\'lng the organlmuonal and operauonal ploblems inher-

ent in national undertakings range from those that srmpl) ‘advise and
assist--oi lhe one extreme to-those assrgncd full operat: ng responsrblluy

and even insist on progress loward accepled goals

Finally, the authors stress that political acumen is required for burldrng
and sustaining the support of each constitiiency involved. The commitee
is scheduled to compleie its work early in 1986, and a finai rcpoit will
reflect the judgment of its members on the matter of an organizational
structure.

It is clear from the “Interim Report” that leaders iii the preservaiion
movement at the midpoim in this decade aie motiva ledby an attitude very
different from that iriforming the discussions at the 1976 conference when
most expecied the Library of Congress to assume the role of coordinating
cooperauve efforts among libraries. The steering committee suggested Dy
Haas at the 1976 con rence was convened eight y years later, as a first step
rmanent organi €'’ including

nonlibrarians that was dlsciJssed at the Wlngspread and Wye conferences

Noioneof the rnaj?ir associations involved has yet volunteered to shoulder
ihé burden of a permanent organiiing structure for coopérative presérva-

seems unlrke‘y that niernbershlp in the Research Libraries Group erl

expand to a majority of the nation'sacademic libraries: Indeed; Richard W:
36
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Mch presndenl of RLC- has commenled recentl\ that “perhaps RLG

must recognize that it could lose some of what has made it successful in its
cooperative or scholai ly programs ii it becan.« toe largé or too diverse."**

Similarlv, the constituernts of the Association of Research Libraries dcmr-

mine its ageiida; ARL has supported local ¢ programs rather than. sponsor-
Ing cooperative preser\'auon pro;ects among its members. The Goural on

Librarv Resources, which is not a membership organization, seems the

most likely candidate for the task; but CER has always stressed ihe tempo-

rary_nature of its support which is sustained by grant monies. There has

been no indication yet that a. new foundation will be estabhshed with a
mission of the preservation of hbran materials comparable to the National
Trust for Historic Preservation: whose mission is the preservation of build-

ings, sites, and objects ﬁlgmhca'n in American history and culture,

The problems of pneseang our archnectural heritage are related to but not

1dént1cal with the problems of ureservmg our mtellectual hemagc lerar-

iarns ha\e awakened rexatxvely recently to the reallly that the conunumg
performan-e of lhlS age-old function means a shared as well as an individ-
ual institutional responsibility, cne tat will ultimately require a nation-
wide preservation program. The conclusion (o this paper wil! review
highlights of ihis 37-year history and w:ll speculate on the prospects for
success in meeting collective preservation goals:

€O! /CLUSION

Of all lhe challenges facmg acac emic llbrarles in the fmal decades of the
twentieth “century, that of preserv.ition -y be the most difficult for several

reasons: (1) the size of- the univers. of materials needing. preservation

treatmeriis, (2) (He need to accept and promote the idea of a. “‘national

collection,” and (8) the need to develop 6rgamzauonal s[ruc[ures for

achieving effective collective action in preservation: This paper has com-

pared the ways in which plans for national preservation programs have

addressed the third factor: A brief examlhauon of the first two reasons will

illuminate the paramount importance for the future of viable cooperative

Sll‘[lClUl‘("‘S

As reoorted in section I; many pfople invoived wuh book publxshlng first

appreciated the gravity of the paper deterioration problem when the results

of William J: Barrow's research showed that 97% of a sample of nonfiction

books published between 1900 and 1949 had paper that could be expected
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to last less xhan 50 years. Smce thai time the two ‘argm nonamdemrc
libraries and several major univ ersity libraries have survey ed their collec-
tions to assess the magnitude of the problem The Library of Congress has
estimated that over 6 million volumes inits collecuons have deterlorated to
the point that one more-ise would risk irreparable damage 25 ¢ Srmrlarly,
the New York Public Library and the Columbia University Library have

estimated that 50% and 30% of thé volumes in their respective collections

126
nequlre pl‘CSCl auon attention.

A CLii study eitimétetl tha@ “in ARL libraries al'o'n"e with collections

currently at rlsk., Af;er subtracung the preseryauon work underwayfand
completed and after factoring in variables such as overlap among collec-

tions; this study determined that “in the next twenty years 3.3 million

volumes of lasting importance must be converted to another form if their

S S ET o 127
conten's are to be saved:

The techmque of suneylng a diverse populauon of materlals in a very
large university library system hasrecently been perfected by a team at Yale

Eniversity with a three-vear grant from the National Endowment for the

Humanities. This large-scale study, the first in the United States, assessed

the extent and nature of deteriorarion of books in a sample of over 36,500

thiat represented all the typesand locations of materials in the Yale libraries
with the exceptions of folios and rare books: The levelsof air pollutants in
New I—'aven are frequemly high; although flve of the llbrary buildings are
air-conditioned, the survey concluded that “in general the environment
both inside and outside the library buildings at Yale was found to be
inhospitable to the storage of library materials.”"™®® The survey resulis
évince -the need for a more aggressive preservation program. In Yale's
collection-of over 7.7 miliion volumes, 12.8% neéed immediate treatment,
8.1% have broker: bindings; 37.1% have brittle paper; and 82.6% have acidic
paper

memal condiiions in llbrar.es andof ¢ cooperatrve efforis io save the inellec-
tual content of disintegrating materials. Margaret Child has admonished
librarians that postponement of massive microfilming programs in order

to assess lhe magmlude of the problem can no longer be ]usufled

We already know.. lha{ a{ the xeryleasl 25percenl of the collecnons in

any research library 1n this conntry will be brittle and are ‘therefore
candidates for immediate transfer to another medium. It is also abun-
damly clear: .that the problem is rapidly going.to become very miich
worse, because all but perhaps 10 percent of the remainder of the collec-
tions needs to be considered for prompt deacidification, or it too will
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have reached a stage of embritdement where ¢, ng is the only
solun()n !
Chlld gors on to say that it is foolish to spend Ny more resources in
conhrmmgthe statistics. She allows one exception, the case in whlchloral
dati must be gathered in order to convince administritors to budget for
preservation.

Chlld has for ma:ly years been ’1dvocaung a policy of planned detenora-
tion" for large amounts of material that libraries cannot afford to keep.
Thc idea is to se: priorities for retention and preservation | based on collec-
tic strem{ths nonselected groups of material would be discarded as thev
deteriorate.® In sectior I a contrast was drawn-between Haas's idea of
selective preservation and the idea that a copy of everything in research
libraries should be preserved, as espoused in the 1964 ARL plan. Williams

argued that each research library had made informed judgments as to the

value of materials before acquiring them and that the cost of weeding

would be greater than the cost of preserving everythmg B Without ﬂxspus-
ing this reasoning, Haas mmgmed its para lynng 1mplmmons by suggest-
ing discrete subject areas as targets for coordinated prescrvation and

resource building.

The idea of ‘“‘planned deterioration,” like Daniel Gore’s Farewell to
Alexandria’ idea of an effective; efficient academic library operating with
a relatively small collection of highly used items, is hard for librarians to
accept. Patricia Ballmrhgsr observed that the historical development of
universities-and research libraries as autonomous institutional structures
has crlppled thelr mtemal and external orgamzauonal rapacmes for effec-

Horal prlde as havmg heavrly mﬂucn(ed the aggregauon and gdverljance

of our academic _library_collections.'® Just as it. is_difficult for empire

bmlders toretrench; so will it be humlllaung for ma]or research libraries to

perceive themselves as “branches’” of the national collection, as called for
in the 1984 CLR paper.

engendered (onflxct 'Ihat the goal of cooperauve preseh'auon efforts
would be.a national collection of U:S. imprints seems to have been under-
stood from the e gmmng although it did ot receive full arueulauon
until recently: Asdisciissed in section I, the 1954 plans for strategic preser-
vation in the s of mllnary atlack slpoke of- saving “‘the materials of
rsrcholrarshlpr, oi science, of technology . % The 1964 ARL plan stated that
“the United States hasa particularly strong responsibility to preserve U.S.

" g



lmprlnts as well as a great interest 1n domg 5o’ 1t cahed for Lhe acqursr-

tion and preservation by the (entralhbraryagency of “all significant new

books published in the U.S.""* Haas's 1972 plan suggested an initial target
of U:S: imprints publlsh"d between 1870 and 1900; this was slightly
diminished to 1876-1900 for the initial phase of the RLG Cooperative
Preservation Mlcrofllmlng Pro_]ect Twoother miicrofilming projects men-
uoned in section II have targeted periods which extend to 1918 and 1929.
We can expect that future project< will cover later segments of the U.S.
publishing output.

Thls trend harmonizes w 1lh lhe concepuon of preservation responslblllues

at th mlernauonal level There is general agreement among hbrarlans
135

$11.5 million to construct the Mass Book Deacidilication Fac:llty Con.-

struction at.the site in Fort Detrick; Maryland was scheduled to begm in

January 1986, and the facility should be fully operational by December

1987. The facility will contain equipment for neutralizing the acid in book

paper so that the book's life can be extended about 500 years. Operational
costs for the facility are esmnated at $2.5 million per year at a capacity of 1
mllllon volirmes per vear Tl'e lerary of Congress has made it clear that
the mass d(d( ililication fac.ln) will not be available to other libraries for
the next 20 years. Some 13 million volumes from L.C's collections will need
treatment, and_all new U.S. imprints will be deaciuilied before they are
added to LC's holdings."™’

One could conslder lhlS assumpnon of responslblllty by the lerary of
Congress as a landmark in the history of cooperative presérvation efforts
because-it-allows research libraries to focus on the retrospective problem as
outlined- in the 1984-CLR paper. After accepting and then abdicating
responsibility for leadershlp in_preservation efforts in_1965 and 1976; L€

has finally begun to gear up its *Jational Preservation Program (NPP)

during the last three years. NPP will serve as a nationwide clearinghouse

for information and will sponsor publications and advanced internships.

The plans also call for a ‘‘technical consulting service which will make
experuse at L.C more readily availahie.”'%®

Despne the name of its program however; the L. |brary 0f Congro s will not
spousor.or direct national cooperative efforts among libraries. The Dsputy

Librarian of Congress has drawn the following distinction between kinds

of collaborative efforts:
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Th\ prescrvation i (he country’s llbrary resources requires . llabem-

tive effort thatdiffers considerably from cooperative prograrus foracqui-
sitions and bibliographic control, in which the Library of Congress has

played the central role. Providing overseas materials and bibliographic

records are furictionis well suited- 1o a large centralized j _program. How-

ever, lakmg care of materials once theyv are in the library is atniother
maiter.’

He goes on 1o say that LC vull participate in cox operative reproduuron

programs.

Consequenllv the mdnagerlal and fmanaal capacnlv for achlevmg goals

in retrospective preservation will have to be developed by research librar-

ies; their parent institations; and their publics. Academic libraries have

faced SEVEre economic pressures for many. years already because of the
depressed state of higher education, and the futuie looks nio brighter. It was
precisely because universities lacked the financial resources necessary that
the 1964 plan recommended that a federally supported central agency
should coordinate a national preservauon program:

The research Jibraries lha( society depends upon to preserve what is
literally maii's memory are, with very few EQLEpuons, supported by
universities; and these in tarn are supported by either relauvely fixed
endowments or by state funds. AH of them have :"rcqual interest imand
need for access to the widest possible range of p.. siished records, and it is

in the common, national gcod that this interest and need be satisfied:
But the local resources to support these areunfortunately far from equal.

In the situation where the interest, asalso the responsibilityand the berie-
fits, are natienally-shared rather than purely local, support by federal
funds s not only the most reasoniable solution but the rmost practicable

one.

Il was somme 15 years after the release of the Wlllmms report lhat substantlal
[ederal funds were allocated lo fooperauve preservatlon proye( ts by the

pro;ects dlscussed in sections II and 111 TCCClYEd funds from NEH.: The
creation of a new Office of Preservation in. January 3985 gives higher

visibility to activities formerly housed in the Division of Research Pro-

grams. The piesident’s budget request for FY 1986 includes $5 million for

the new Olffice of Preservation. The office plans to support the following

typ(s of pro;ects problem solvmg humanities documemauon coopera-
tive efforts, mformauonalmatenals institutional preservation needs, and
research and development.'* In the auturnp ~f 1985 the Office of Preserva-
tion annouriced an award Qf;7$625”,70007 to support the expansion of RLG's
Cooperative Preservation Microfilming Project."® Since federal aid to
higher education has diminished in recent years LIS sngmbcanl that NEH

has bolstered its support for preservation projects in academic libraries.

T
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to. the New York ,Sza,te,Lx,bmry, the New York Publ:c lemry Research
Eibraries; and to_nine academic libraries: Columbia; Cornell; Syracuse;
New York University, the University of Rochester; and the four SUNY
campuses at Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo, and Stony Brook: To meet
eligibility requirements each library must present a five-year plan and an
annual budget. Additional grants totaling over $1 million per year are
available for preservation projects, and another $1 million is available to
libraries, archives, and historical societies for the preservation of unigue
research materials. The sum of these grants from the State of New York is
$3 million per year.'®

Slgmhcam private funding is also being chanreled to preservation pro-
jects by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation and by the Exxon Education
Foundation. If all three sources—federal, state, and private—maintain or
increase this level of funding, the projected goal bf $250 rmillion for
preservauon over a 25-year period will be achieved."

Surely these are signs- that a larger publlc has heard the preservation
message and is responding. Perhaps Americans are coming to recognize
the major universities—the ‘flagship camptses” asone scholar has called
iiieiﬁ l, —hbi aiS iﬁEfitbeféiie éhd EIiiiSi i'n'S:il'u'ti'o'iiS bijt as 'rieiii'oh'al resour-

cimversmes have led the preservauon movement aver the past 30 years If

such recogmuon and support Is sustained in the future, academic libraries

will succeed in meeting the preservation challenge.
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